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Shosds, 

i -id deeply grateful feat you coulu inform iae the sterae-rsddusi of 
of tbs pic boxes and — m r -ys of tne Joan i’. le anedy autopsy "'is aot 
fty of Cue United :..fea fe s" on tie 82nd day following tag first of 
S'-uests for access to and a copy of it. uca expeditious ra acorns 
l® 3 is u 550011 to research, as you no acuht intended, end is typical 
Vermont’s as :i„csticn to freedom of information as It is of fee 

£an declares. policy of .reaping no unnecessary secrets about the 
the ? resident or its official ’'invsstigBtiea". The scholarly 
tue national ..rehives under your leederwxip is nowhere, to ay 
, more clssrly reflected. 


However, your letter does present a few problems, for ms and if I 
■nay suggest it, for you end the government. You may recall that in our 
personal conversation in Judge He*. Hack's court and in letters I told you I 
ine?? a gout this memorandum of transfer. That date exactly coincides with 
the date on which, one of the then ranking officials of the Treasury Department 
says tnese pictures and ..-rays of the autopsy mere turned over to the 'fsn- 
nesiy family. Until the date of the memorandum this film mag in tfee custody of 
tne United .;t»tes :.’ecret Service, which, is p'-rt of the Treasury Department. 

On fast date the Secret Service surrendered possession of these same aim, 

re you telling me that tbs representative of tee ."stir. sdy family 
gave th® .representative of tea Kennedy family a receipt for the film given 
him by the Secret Service, or test he wrote aims elf and only hi.uself a ae«io- 
randum covering the transaction 5 ? -are you also telling me that the ICejuiedy 
fsBiil.- is so lacking in confidence in itself, its lawyers m the fenx» dy 
library that "for safekeeping* this ” private paper” was merely "left at the 
rchives uilding"? This, no doubt, is ;■* thought the import of which would 
* ao “ ’°® lost upon, those who have made or .ight fee called upon to make finan- 
cial contributions to the Kennedy -ibrary. 


if I assume with you that the particular copy of this memorandum 
of transfer to which you allude is ''not tin property of the United Stetes”, 
permit me to address -lyself to other copies. This film wes the property of 
the united bates (and in my bell t never ws the property of anyone else), 
-craeoae, .?itn or wltacut tne sanction of law, undertook to give awey t . hs 
property of the united Itstes. There must be a record, en accounting, of th« 
disposition of sll federal property, -c, f r tne .cament let us not concern 
•feather or net fee articular copy of the nemorsadua is "not 
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to your agency. 1 will not quibble over which copy 
quite coat ant with s copy of one of the copies of 
v/i a a up ; rovai there is no otuer restriction, that 
i’isd under the U uidlinss or anything like that. It 
family copy is, in your vis*, private property. ..t 
bean consideration of ho* government property ecul 
to have copies of any ana all memoranda or records 
dealing with this, .if, by say chance, government p 
lightly' that there ore- no such records, I would an 


you suo-ly mo. I will fcs 
tie oa.-et Se.-vice. 1 note 
this document is not cla sai- 
ls :sr~ly that the Kennedy 
some point there should hove 
a be given away. I woul" like 
of pay kina or character 
roperty wo a dealt with so 
predate your assurance of it. 


lad if you could respond to this simple request, in 
less than almost three months, it would be helpful to ms. it 


s o me t h i Eg e pp reci a bly 
would not reflect 


unfavorably on the government* a record in this and related scatters, either. If 
at the seme time you could tell me way it required tnis time, almost three months, 
to leurn tnat the particular copy of the memorandum is^gbvernment property, I 
believe I would find that worthwhile knowledge. 


In all of this I here additional query after reading yrur affidavit 
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f its-. John Nichols, 
govern ant to be 
that such papers may te 
exactly the opposite, that 
«3 accepted so they cea be unavailable for research. If you could 
s to resolve this seeming conflict in purpose, that under oath 
■s for availability and that not under oath for unavailability, 

>le to understand the whole tains a little bettor. 


research, tiers you say 


One addition^. sentence in your letter is of greet interest to me, 
partly because - relates to tv ..at nns ttsvor, to taa best of my recollection, 
been the subject of discussion or correspondence between us. f'ou say, "for year 
information, I understand that the black na white and color negatives referred 
to in the 1908 panel review are the seme negatives listed in Appendix 3 in 
the Kennedy family deed of gift of October 39, 1966.” If you cen supply the 
source of your understanding, I would welcome it. Ouparison of the two document s 
of reference tax my understanding, and I sm fascinated at your awareness cf it. 
How, &ie,y I ask, did this come to your attention? 


I do appreciate your kindness in passing along your understanding, 
especially because it is unsolicited sad 1 encounter so much difficulty in 
getting so much of what I do seek. 


ricwev-r, 

from other film. 


the panel report mentions but, seven "negatives’' as distinguished 
ts Inventory is described as of "prints • nd transparencies” . in 
a paragr^h after the eight-part listing it says "negatives corresponding to tbs 
above were present”, without saying to all of the above or hew there happened to 
be (if there were) negatives corresponding to transparencies, which, as I under- 


stand it, are made with positive film. 


I am farther perplexed by the failure of b • fa icai/r.orros, where *. 
precise reerdd seems to have been the overt purpose, to give s tn’.al numbs r of 
pictures and subtotals of each kina and size. I esnrot sac . ay coubin tier, of 
nuftbers fro-r the enel inventory and arrive at either the announce ; figure for 
pictures taken or that recorded by the SBI -gsnts -.resent st the ■.-utopsy and the 
picture -taking (it will p erhaps simplify things Cor y->u if I do not raise tie 
same question about the X-rays). If the tabulated film identified in per rut basis 



Wltu tc.g lectors "J3" la identical it a ta« uausttereu, 

itself confusing enougi, there seams to be a toed of <15 pictures. If tie sovea 
referred to at the bottom of this tabulation or different, there then are 52. 
^ a f. se » '" ea hurcored "19 borough So {jT 3;" by the p-nel are not identical witt 
tarough o2”, of which fa? panel reports aeyc merely that they "appear to 
represent fcae same views", ao v.-e hsve on additional seven? And if those identi- 
j-iea with tea letters 13 end diffex-ent numbers than tcn<« ini n - <•>., 


j-iea with tea letters 13 sub different numbers than tnose -adjoinin' them in tee 
j-icsu are dilierent pictures, have we be additional 181 So combination of addition 
anu/or subtraction yields for :ae the FEE or t,e announced muter of clotures. 


of pictures. 


itudy of Appendix B (and f have, indeed, studied it-) provides only 
more r nd new confusion. It has four items of pictures, net ore of which con- 
tains a single meaningful number. To list "envelopes" without reference to their 
content is as best a subterfuge *.nd at worst a conscious deception. Bo ell the 
envelopes hove any pictures of any Kind in them? foes SS? have* more than a single 
film? There are other obvious questions, but these illustrate the point. But 
numbers of envelopes only are given in the first three "itemizations'' of film 
in Appendix B and as meaningless as designation is in tire remaining one, where 
the desc iption "I roll" is used. Polls are of varying lengths .na wi thin any 
given length varying numbers of exposures are possible. S09 Appendix B also 
extends itself to give no number, nothin., from which meaning can be derived. 

If two batches (iron the listi are "with no image" , in itself e remarkable, 
entirely unexplained situation, there is av, n less likelihood of moling any 
rind of meaningful comparison between the two listings of supposedly identical 
fill of tre single autopsy, each represented as complete and untainted. 

Other existing records raise this oven more baffling to me. I refer to 
these because taey are the two to which you restricted yourself .The bewilderment, 
which 1 moke no effort to hide, is further complicated by analysis of your choice 
cf words. You refer not to total pictures and film of sny and all kinds, never 
to prints or t isnapersneiea, merely to "negatives". You say those of the panel 
report Sore the sane negatives listed in Appendix 3 ". hot you do not say is 
that there are no others, either negatives, positives or transparencies. Is 
this merely an oversight. To the numbers of both "lists" exactly coincide? foes 
either have what is not in %h c- her 1 How is tnet film "with no image" included 
in the supposedly definitive penal-report list os? text? 

from this I hope you can understand 2 dc, sincerely, welcome any 
sliffS cation. Your letter does not convey it, but I do, very much, want it. 
-'srhs.pe you hers see an additional reason for my anxiety to obtain, whet I am 
confluent i am entitled to, a copy of the ceaorundum of transfer an. eve ry thing 
relating to it. I certs inly would appreciate sny meaningful explanation of 6 be 
above you can provide, whatever its form. I am no lean sincere in hoping you will 
respond witnin the. reascusole time re both mow is possible onu Presorts no 
hardship to your or your staff. 

Once again, if unsolicitadly, I again urge upon you consideration of 
what such a record says and records for posterity of the government and of every 
individual ia nay responsible capacity, especially when our concern is with tis 
murder of a President and its official investigation. 


ineerely. 


fare Id 



